NOTES ON NOMENCLATURE IN LIGHT FOOTIA. 
By R. 8. ADAMSON. 


I. L. subulata. 

There has existed a certain amount of doubt as to the correct name to 
be used for the species variously known as L. subulata L’ Hérit., L. sessili- 
flora Sond. and L. fruticosa Druce. The last of these which was the one 
adopted in the Flora of the Cape Peninsula, was based on Campanula 
fruticosa L., a name that has been the cause of some confusion and which 
since the early part of last century has been looked upon as belonging to 
a Lightfootia. 

The original diagnosis (Sp. Pl. 168. 1753) which was repeated un- 
changed in 1763 (Sp. Pl. ed. 2. 238), was: 

“C. capsulis quinquelocularibus columnaribus, caule fruticoso, foliis lineari- 
subulatis, pedunculis longissimis. 
C. Africana, ericae folio, flore coeruleo patulo. Herm. afr. 5.” 

This is a diagnosis not strictly applicable to any species of either 
Lightfootia or of Prismatocarpus. As there is no specimen in the Linnaean 
herbarium, the only means to determine the real identity is the Hermann 
specimen quoted which can be looked upon as the type of Linné’s species. 
This is now in the British Museum, London, and Dr. G. Taylor, Keeper 
of Botany, has kindly examined it for me and reports that there are three 
specimens so named all of which are without doubt Prismatocarpus. It 
seems probable that L’ Héritier had seen this specimen when he described 
Prismatocarpus fruticosus (Sert. Ang. 2. 1788), quoting C. fruticosa L. as 
a synonym, and rightly transferred the specific epithet to his new genus. 
His view was followed by later writers, e.g. Gmelin (Syst. 1. 352. 1791), 
even though the species was retained in Campanula. 

Doubt about the identity of Linné’s plant seems to have started with 
Willdenow (Sp. Pl. 2. 912. 1799) who was evidently impressed by the 
phrase ‘‘capsulis quinquelocularibus” and expressed doubt as to the genus 
under which the species should be placed. 

Roemer & Schultes (Syst. 5. 152. 1819) quote Willdenow’s note and 
further state that the specimens so named that they had seen were refer- 
able to Lightfootia. A short time afterwards Sprengel (Syst. i. 809. 1825) 
went further and regarded C. fruticosa L. as a synonym of L. subulata 
L'Hér. 

A. DeCandolle in his monograph (Monog. Camp. 108. 1830) discussed, 
under L. subulata, the application of the name C. fruticosa L., but left it 
as being of great uncertainty. 
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The whole difficulty seems to have arisen from attempts, without 
reference to specimens, to identify plants from an inadequate and incorrect 
diagnosis. The description of the capsule as 5-chambered seemed to 
rule out any applicability to Prismatocarpus. The specimens, however, 
abolish all doubt and completely support the views adopted by L.Heéritier. 
The combination made by Druce (Rep. Bot. Ex. Club Brit. Is. 3.5. 420. 
1914) is hence illegitimate. 

Of the other names, there is no doubt that C. sessiliflora L.f. is the same 
species but Sonder’s combination is antedated by L. sessiflora Spreng. 
which is synonymous with Prismatocarpus campanuloides (L.f.) Sond. 

The correct synonymy is: 

Lightfootia subulata L’Hérit. Sert. Ang. 1. 1788 non Engler Bot. 

Jahrb. 40. 48. 1908. 
Campanula subulata Spreng. Syst. 1. 728. 1825 non Thunb. Prod. 
Pl. Cap. 38. 1794. 

C. sessiliflora (L.f.) Supp. Pl. 139. 1781. 

L. sessiliflora Sond. Fl. Cap. 3. 555. 1865. non Spreng. Syst. 1. 809. 1825. 

L. fruticosa Druce Rep. Bot. Ex. Club Br. Is. 3.5 420. 1914. 


II. L. ciliata Sond. 

Sonder’s name (Fl. Cap. 3. 561. 1865) is antedated by L. ciliata 
Spreng. Syst. 1. 809. 1825, which is synonymous with Prismatocarpus 
fruticosus L’ Hérit. 

Sonder’s epithet was taken from Campanula ciliata Thunb. FI. Cap. 
ed. 1. 2. 24. 1818 (ed. Schult. 172. 1823) but this was itself antedated by 
C. ciliata Stev. Mem. Soc. Nat. Mose. 3. 256. 1812. and the name for the 
S. African species was changed to C. Thunbergii by Roemer & Schultes. 
It was later transferred to Roella by A. DeCandolle. 

Thunberg’s species was rather meagrely described and as both Roemer 
and Schultes and A. DeCandolle repeat it unchanged, it would appear 
that neither were familiar with the plant. A. DeCandolle saw a specimen 
named by Thunberg himself but it was of a quite different plant. There 
is no extant type specimen. Taken together the vague description and the 
lack of a type seem ground for dropping the name. This is especially the 
case as the combination under Inghtfootia might easily be a source of 
confusion with L. Thunbergiana Buek. (cf. Intern. Code Bot. Nomen. 
Rec. 33. B.) 

In describing his species Sonder quoted L. tenella Lodd. Bot. Cab. 
t. 1038. 1825. as a synonym. This is based on a plate with a very short 
description. There is no specimen. The plant seems to be more like 
L. Buekii Sond. than that under discussion. Loddiges’ plant was re- 
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named L. Loddigesii A.DC. Monog. Camp. 114. 1830 but this is a super- 
fluous name. 


Buek in 1837 described independently five species, L. divaricata, 


L. intermedia, L. mucronulata, L. thymifolia, and L. uitenhagensis, all 
of which can be regarded as belonging to the species in question. Of these 
L. mucronulata is that form described by Sonder as L. ciliata var. debilis. 
The specimens issued by Ecklon & Zeyher of L. thymifolia are mixed 
and represent more than one species. 


Even though its type is not the commonest form of the species, it is 


suggested that the name L. divaricata Buek be adopted. The synonymy 


1S: 


L. divaricata Buek in E. & Z. Enum. 375. 1837. 

L. ciliata Sond. Fl. Cap. 3. 561. 1865 non Spreng. Syst. 1. 809. 1825. 

Campanula ciliata Thunb. Fl. Cap. ed. 1. 2. 24. 1818 non Stev. Mem. 
Soc. Nat. Mosc. 3. 256. 1812. 

C. Thunbergui Roem. & Schult. Syst. 5. 135. 1819. 

Roella Thunbergii A. DC. Monog. Camp. 174. 1830. 

L. intermedia Buek. 1. c. 374. 

L. witenhagensis Buek 1. c. 375. 

L. thymifolia Buek 1. c. 373 (p. pte.). 
var. debilis (Sond.) comb. nov. 

L. ciliata var. debilis Sond. Fl. Cap. 3. 561. 1865. 

L. mucronulata Buek. 1. c. 375. 


